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ABSTRACT I , • *• 

^ A study examined students' achievement in vocabulary 
development/ under two modes, teacher directed instruction and 
computer-assisted instruction. The subjects — 38 seventh graders who 
had a one to three year vocabulary deficit, according to the "Iowa 
Test of Basic Skills" pretest in vocabulary— -were divided into two 
groups, Sample A (control) and Sample B (experimental). Sample A >ras 
given vocabulary instruction using the computer program, while Sample 
B was given the same lessons using the print -out from the computer.. 
/The computer corrected the control group and the students • corrected 
the errors witK the class in the experimental group. Results of the 
study showed no significant difference between the two methods of 
instruction. However, there was a slight difference in favor of the 
experimental, teacherrdirected group, showing, *that computer-assisted 
instruction is an educational tool but not a replacement for 
teachers. (An appendix contains lists of the 38 studeirts, their 
pretest scores, and copies of the vocabulary tests that they were 
given. ) ( DF ) • , / 
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A 

ABSTRACT 

• « 

This study examined students » achievement in vocabulary 
development under two modes:' teacher directed instruction 
versus comput ^assisted instruction. 

The samples were selected from, a middle class, surbu/ban- 
urban area.. All of the students w£re ^ih the seventh grade 
and had a one to three year vocabulary deficit, according 
to the Iowa Test of Basic Skills .pre test^in vocabulary. 

Two .groups -were~tfbrmed and labled Sample A - the con- 
trolled group, and Sample B - the experimental group. 

Sample A was given vocabulary instruction using the 
computer program, while Sample- 3 was given the same lessons 
using the print out form from the computer. The computer 
corrected the controlled grou^ and the students' corrected 
the errors with the class in this experimental group. 

The results of this study concluded that there was no 
^significant difference between the two methods of instruct- 
ion. Howevef, there was a alight mean difference in favor 
of the teacher directed group. 



o 

ERIC 



^=7 



4 



This SKtudy was urjdertal^en as an attempt at providing 
evidence of vocabulary development for seventh grade- 
remedial readers s^y comparing the results • of ^Jomputer 

Assisted Instruction to teacher directed instruction and 

*• ••••••• 

reinforcement. " ' , • 

r Statement of Problem^ 

Do seventh grade remedial readers, evidencing a low- * 

average ability in vocabulary, learn more rapidly through 

the computerized instruction program or^the <4feacher 

directed activities program? 

Hypothesis 

There will be no difference in vocabulary development 
f o* a sample of low-average seventh «graders 'given computer- 
ized remedial instruction when compared to a second sample 
given teacher directed activities, using the same word list. 

4- 

Significance of Problem ... 
For years no#, computer have entered the classrooms 
attempting to enhance the learning environment of its 
students. ^ 

Harold Strang (1972)' along with Robert /Frazier arid 
Susan ZaslaV* (1970) have conducted studies which show 
that Computer Assisted Instruction (CAl) does in fact haveSt^ 
positive affects on the learning environment^or disabled 

* 

learners, t . 

This study, on the other hand, is being conducted to 
determine if there is a significant difference between 



learning vocabulary .meanings through a computer (requiring 
a one letter, one number or one word response), or a 
teacher directed activity which enables the child to 1 

* 

physically write the words and Interact with the class. 

• * . * * * 

definitions. . * 



CAI «i Computer Assisted Instruction - refers to a 
N > special computer program which adapts to the 
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individual need of each student in each strand. 

A ( ' ' ' • 

Strand - An area of instruction structured into the com- 
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puter curriculum. • 
. -* top ou1^ the term used when tfbe .student has 
reached the maximum score' in any s$rand. 

- Computer Curriculum Corp. - publisher of the 
. Jb^facher's handbook .for Reading for Comprehension. 

Average-low -'ranking of students whose Iowa Test of Basic 
Skills scores fall below the 33rd percentile in 

* 

this district. 

ITBS . - Iowa tfest of Basic Skills - standardized' test used 

— • » »• 

in this district, also used for placement level of 

students, (le. SCE or Chapter I remedial program) 

- State Compensatory Education - remedial program 
..funded by state. 

Chapter I - formerly Title I - remedial program' federally 
, funded. 

Surburban/Urban Area - the classification given to the 

district studied by the state evaluation committee. 
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ASSUMPTIONS 

I Is assumed ths Iowa Test of Basic Skill s scores 

♦ 

can be used as an accurate measurement to place, students * 
in this remedial program., ' t * 

It i.s assumed that the pre and post tests will 
accurately measure the vocabulary development or growth 
of each student. 

It is assumed tha-F the selection ^o_f words, by the 
computer company will .accurately represent the vocabulary 
for each grade level. »" 

t 

'It ±a assumed that the teachers involved will not 
effect the test scorew and have a good rapport with the 
students. 

t 

LIMITATIONS ^ 

This research is limited to the "average to low seventh 
grade student in need of vocabulary remediation as defined 
by the achievement score oh the Iowa Te st of Basics Skills; 

•c " 1 — ! : — : — 

Only students with an estimated third to sixth grade vocabu- 
lary level will be used in th^.s study. 

' PROCEDURE^ 

A group of seventh grade students was selected showing 
a one to three year dificiency in vocabulary. The vocabu-^ 
lary levels were determined from the October pretests given: 
, the Iowa Test of Basic Skills and the Botel Te^k of Word ^ 
'Opposite^,. 

A third test, Computer Vocabulary Synofiyms . was 
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designed and administered in a similar fashion to the Botel 

•. . i 

Test of Word Oppos.ftes to obtain the students prior know- \ 

ledge of the words to be studied. This *» ■* listwa3 

compiled from the teacher's handbook fo - >ding Comye - 

henaion, grades three to six. The pretest was administered 

in February to both samples over a two day period. 

All the pretest scores, from all three tests, were 

placed on a chart for each student and assignment .to sample 

was made-. •» * 

I ■ 

Sample A, consisting of students given remediation 0 
through the Computer Assistant Instruction lab qjily, was 
designated the controlled group. * 

Sample B, the experimental group, was given vocabu- 
lary remediation in their regular reading class using the 
same word list utilized in the computer lab in print out 
format. 

Each group worked approximagely 20 minuses a da/ on 
the assigned lessons. 

• In April the students were post tested using the 
Computer Vocabulary Synoriyms Test utilized for pretesting 
to determine what mean score difference, if any^between 
the samples existed as a result of the differentia^. ' 
instructional modes. A t test was used to test the signifi- 
cance of the difference between,, the means. 

RESULTS 

The students were grouped according to the Iowa Test . 
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of Basic Skills pre test, using the vocabulary ' grade equi- 
valent scores. The test was administered in October, 19£4. 
Table 1 illustrates the mean, standard deviation and t for 
Samples A and B. 

TAB L6 1 * 



1 • 

IOWA PRE TEST SCORES IN VOCABULARY 





r 


1 ; 

« 




GROUP 


MEAN 


STANDARD DEVIATION 


t 


Sample A 


5.97 


.99 


• 09 


Sample B 


5.91 

* 


• 79 

i 

J 


m 

* 



Table 1 shows there is no significant difference between 
the two groups in vocabulary knowledge. 



The Botel Test of Word Opppsites "was also used Jo 
establish a vocabulary level on the two groups. This pre 
test was administered in '•September 1984 and also 'gave a grade 

equivalent ;score. Table 2 illustrates, the mean, standard 

« * « 

deviation and t for both samples. ' 

TABLE 2 • " 
BOTEL PRE TEST SCORES IN VOCABULARY 



GROUP 




« MEAN 


STANDARD DEVIATION 


t 


Sample 


A 


5.11 


.98 


.3b 


Sample 


B 


> 

5.22 . 


.89 





Table 2 shows there is no significant difference 
between the two groups according to the Botel measure of 



vocabulary scores. 
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■- > if 
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• ■ 
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1 • X •! 

In order to measure the .vocabulary development ' for the 

two sample groups a pre test was given to establish a com- 

* 

puter vocabulary score. This "test was titled the Computer 
Vocabulary' Synonym Test, given in February -1985. ' Table *5 

% 

illustrates -the mean, standard deviation, and t for the 
sample groups. 

TABLE 3 

K> * - • 

COMPUTER VOCABULARY PRE. TEST SCORES 


1 

• 

• * 

• 


m 




GROUP MEAN , STANDARD DEVIATION t 


% • 






r ' / 
Sample .A 4.05 .. *91 * .34 

• 

Sample B "3.95 : .97' . * 

i . ' 


V 

* 


■ 


• 


Tatfle 3 Shows there is no significant difference between 
the two , groups in the prior knowledge of the computer 
vocabulary words in this program; 

To estimate the vocabulary growth between the two samples 

y ' ' " \ 
a post test on the Computer Vocabulary Synonyms Test was . 1 

given in April 1985* Table 4 illustrates the mean, standard 

deviation and t for the two sample groups. 

• • TABLE 4 I • " • 

COMPUTER VOCABULARY POST' TEST SCORES'' 


* 

« 






GROUP MEAN ^ STANDARD DEVIATION t 








Sample A 4.42 h s l;12 .89*^ 
Sample B 4.74 .87 . 




• 




Table 4 indicates there is no .significant difference 

« 
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between the two samples in vocabulary development. However, 
there is a slight mean difference in favor of the teacher 
directed group, Sample B. 
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- *• CONCLUSIONS' AND IMPLICATIONS 
Upon examination of the collected data for this study, 
it was concluded that there .was no significant difference 
in achievement in vocabulary as measured by the synonym test 
between samples ,using either computer assisted ins*i*uctioti or 
teacher directed instruction. The hypothesis that there 
would be nc iifference is supported and therefor it is 
concluded,, that the mode's of presentation of vocabulary 
material, that is, on a monitor screen with computer assisted 
scoring and grading or the same material, computer* generated 
and printed but directed by the teacher,' are^, essentially the 

> 

same in so far as instructional effects are concerned. There 

/ 

ifc no significant /difference between the two forms of pre- ' 
sentation. j 

It should be noted, however, the same teacher directed 
sample appeared to enjoy their work activity more. and did 
achieve slightly more. Perhaps the interaction with the 
teacher and/or the satisfaction attained from working in a 
familiar, i.e., workbook, format, though computer generated 
and printed,- produced the apparent enjoyment and concomitant 
greater, though small, achievement. 

Further study should be undertaken to continue the 
assessment of the value of Computer Assisted Instruction. 
It 3eems obvious that the minor dif f erences . in achievement 
in the study happened by chance and that -vocabulary exer- 
cises can be handled by a computer directed programs 
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relieving the teacher for more professional .activities. , 
This possibility, alone, meritj computer use. 
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* The research avai label on computers and reading 

instruction is increasing tfaily. However, research dealing 

specifically with vocabulary growth is not as prevalent. 

■ ^ * 

The study done by Carol L. Balog in 1981 regarding the 

immediate feedback of the computer and its impact on reading 

shows that CAI does enhance the learning environment of the 

di3auled reader. 



Though the reasori^varied between cognitive anci be- 
havioral theory, the en^fresults was a positive one when . 
CAI 'was instituted. 

Balog, in her research, describes a study conducted 
in ?4aryland by^R. I. Fazier and S. S. Zaslav which is closely 
related to. th^ study currently being conducted. ^Frazier and 
Zaslav used k nonautomated electric typewriter to teach words 
from the Dolch list and the school's basal reader. Twenty- 

i 

two second graders at least one year below grade level in 

reading were used. One half of the sample was .given CAI. 

the other half was not. Test scores at the end of the study 

showed a two year gain for the CAI group as opposed to a 
one year gain for the other. 

Frank H. Heppner along with three other colleag es from 

the University of Rhode Island, in Kingston, reported in 

their study of reading performance on a standardized test, 

that their subjects did ^better on tests from print than 

from computer display. They 3aid that the participants 

expressed strong subjective beliefs that they could read 



the print material faster, with more comprehension. ' 

TJje population tested was from the university^ stu- 
dents, staff, -and faculty, using the Nelson-Denny Reading 
Test (Riverside I960). • 

The subjects were broken into two groups, "A" and M B". 
Group A worked on the computer for the first part of the 
test while Group B worked from the printed page material. 
After twenty minutes -they were stopped and -#sked to switch' 
places to complete the test. 

The results, scores were significantly better on the 
print forms than the computer forms.. Students who indicat-. 
ed regular computer either by profession or 'as student* 

prograuiers, showed ailalger difference, between computer, and * 
print scores, when cojajared to the group as a whole. The • 
researchers believe this suggests that" computer familiarity 
does not alter the relative differences i>in performance 
scores. What they did state was interesting/about this 
factor is that regular computer user's had much better 
scores on both computer and print formats than nonusers. 

Further proof supporting the idea that regular computer 
use helps to improve standardized test scores comes from . 
several schobl surveys conducted 'by/ Instructional Systems, • 
Inc. in Englewood Cliff sf, N.J. 

The statistics included samples 'from New Jersey' and 
N^w York ranging from grades ' two to six, and one handica£ed 

i 

gro-ip. The standardized tests used in the various* school 
districts were the California Achievement Teat.: t, 



lb 



Achievement Tests, Stanford Achievement Test in Reading, 
Metropolitan Achievement Test and the Iowa' Test of Basic 
Skills. 

The tests primarily showed that the students -with CAI 

i 

did exceed the scores of the students without CAI, in read- 
ing and in math. » 

• » 

They also stated that the time on task did vary and maty 
have played some parts in the results. 

Computers have also been used by the U.S. Army and Navy 
to assist their literacy efforts (Blanchard 1985). The 
initial research has shown the literal comprehension skills 
improve, about as much as would be expected from noncomputer 
generative exercises, but, in about half the time. 

1 Areas of computer assistance cover vocabulary develop- 
ment, problem solving TTsing historical f ill* and animation 
$y simulating time travel. This, transports the user to 
another setting and has them apply newly learned functional , 
literacy skills to solve a problem. Stuijy skills, 'land 
navigation, 3entence arrangement, paragraph organization and 

0 

missing word strategies ate also a part, of this innovative 
project. 

William H Rupley and Patricia Chevrette (1983) reassure 
teachers that the question of computers replacing them is 
no longer valid. Instead, they are seen as a valuable 
instructional tool which offers more variety in learning v ' 
tasks. Their article also states several reasons why 
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students in a CAI reading program have Mgher "achievement 
in reading than those only using a traditional basal reader 
approach. . , • • 

1. The care and skill .with which the CAI programs 
are designed to give individualized instruct- 
ions with immediate feedback, 4 ^ 

2. The stujdent is motivated through success which 
leads .to the development . of a "more positiva!_ 

^ attitude and a Sore pleasurable* learning 

experience, c . % 

3. Students working at a computer terminal are 
more likely to be actively engaged in the 
learning task for the duration of the lesson, 
contrasted with when working ^in seats or 

' ' * individually. 

4. Research also shows ^hat time on task is 
another main variable related to student 
achievement in reading/ This active engage- 
ment is essentia^ to the learning process and 
support for this statement is found in, studies 
done by Duffy (1980), Brophy (1979), Heilman, 
Blair and Rupley (1981). 

O'Donrrell (1982) concurs that if properly used, cqmptrter 
assisted instruction seems to have a positive influence 
upon student achievement. She describes the "computer 
managed instruction" (CMI) by citing Moursand (1980): ' 



"Computer. managed instruction is the use of the . 
computer as a record Keeper , idagnostic tester, 
test jBcorer, and prescritfer of .what to study 
•j next." * f 

She concludes that trt>th CAI and CMX ,can % enhance teach- 
ing and learning, especially ^as they are becoming more 
readily affordable and as more instructional programs are 

f t 4 ' 

developed and refined. Thus giving more schools the 
opportunity to. experiment with computers to learn their 
potential as well as their limits . \ 

The CMI program was used for five years in the Bel- * 
yedere-Parkway Elementary School, in Calgary. Tests results 
did show better reading achievement and improved attitudes 
towards learning. 

Bala j thy (1984) cites interesting advice on how to 
select the appropriate software for students and says that \ 

* 

excellent materials for reading can be found In programs 
-designed in the content area. 

In 4e article "The Computer vs Real Reading Instruct- 
ion" (Kastler and \Roser 1982), real reading is defined as 
"contact with print for a purpose." Th€& go on to say that 
a child may have fun playing as s/he is learning, however, . 
some children lack the adequate experiential background 
needed to learn to read) Therefore, reading must be . 
presented 'so that the purpose(s) of print are clear. 



Kastler*. and Roser cite three characteristics o'f "real 
reading instruction" : * 

1. - Headers have a purpose for reading, 

2. JEhere, is a exchange or interaction between 

language and print. ^ s 

• .•■> . 

3. There are opportunities to respond to their 
reading in a variety of ways to extend the 
print- experience . 

* 

In conclusibn 9 this article states that technology in 
the classroom is a certainty, and has beocmej 'an option prac- 
tice. However, teacher-pupil exchange is still the basis 
of instruction. \ 

Not all research Is in favor of this new wave of 
technology. In atv atricle titled "The Case Against the 

• t 

Classroom Computer," by Antonio iSollan (1980), the computer's 

true value in class is questioned. One point made is'tha; 

computerized education relizes mainly, on stimufi&B-response 

learning, much like the discarded "teaching machine" 

developed by B.F. Skinner after World War II. 

Another point made is that student input is -only limited 

to brief responses registered by touching a keyboard, which 

» 

does not allow for the same thought processes as writing an 
essay. 6olJ.an 'continues by citing Hartoonian, who states 
that writing requires reasoning on a more advanced level, 

» » 

which becomes more formal as ^students prepare written 
presentations. 
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However, the behavior modification of the Stimulus- 
response approach to education rejects t'he development of 
reason, j . ^ • * 

Concluding this article with a comparison to research 
done on teaching u£ing television, he cites the JJnery;. 
Their study suggested that- the very act of watching 
television, no, matter whit the programming of subject matter 
can interfere with analytics thought. Too 1 much technology 
can decrease creativity (B.P, Skinner).. 

Finally, Gollan suggests that ^omputer and television 
>are, intrinsically, media of authoritarianism; the printed 
word is an instrument 'of liberty. He further claims" that 
the most remarkable computer is the human brain/ 

Janfes B. Parsons* article "The Seductive Computer; Can 
It Be Resisted?," seems to agree with Gollan»s study. 
Parsons claims that the interaction between a computer and ' 
its user does nofwork towards the creation of meaning. y^S 
He feels .it is just a means of retrieving information. 
His concern is that computers will create the needs instead 
of providing for the individual needs. 

The January 1985 issue of the NJEA Review contains 
a report which identifies New Jersey's computer needs. The 
survey was released from Trenton. 

The findings of his report show that school districts 
in high socioeconomic categories have more experience with 
computers than those in less wealthy disw'icts. There is 
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a -lower student-to-computer ratio as well, in the wealthier 
areas. The 'average New Jersey School contains 59.9 students 
for every microcomputer or computer terminal. «. j. 
• They further state that the results of this survey 

t 

•will "be used by the JDepartment of Education to help 
regional curriculum services develop computer applications, 
set up user groups by specific content areas and establish 

• * * - * * * • 

a computer network among districts. They are also worki- *. 
on a survey of computer hardware , sfoon to be released. 
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SUMMARY 



The research &at£er^4<thus far has a,hown that CAI is 
a viable teaching option, not a replacement^for the teacher. 
Computers do help to increase standardized test scores. 
S.ome of the positive statements cited to give evidence 
of this increase are factors such -as immediate feedback, 
extended time on task, • more active participation and good 
motivation. The U.S. Armed forces shows that the same 
amount is ultiiL./tely learned, but in half the time. 

Still others feel that too much use of tjechnology can 
decrease one's creativity and does not require an- advanced 9 

« 

level of reasoning, such as i/riting. 
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TABLE 1 

' SAMPLE B - EXPERIMENTAL 

STUDENT PRETEST PRE TE-ST PRE TEST POST TEST 
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J 


,12. 


Dome 1 la 


5 . 


7 










13. 


Mary 


6 . 


4 


5 




3 


5 


14. 


Steve 


6 . 


6 


6 




b 


4 


1 S . 


Jennifer 


r 

n . 


/ 


C 

b 




A 
H 


J 


16. 


Dorothy 


b . 


/ 


b 




U 


r, 
^/ 


17. 


J e t f 






b 




5 


6 


18. 


P :i c: h .1 r i 


f> . 


/ 


h 






6 


19 . 


r m n • ■ p 


fi . 










b 






I-.'vp ; h ii r 


t shows t h t* 


p r v 


a n i1 p n s t t p s t 


r > ( o »t* s tor ^ i n! t- 






* j r 1 1 .i p w 1 * >■ 


'» j ? ( ' P " p u 


p r a c . s i t d 




t. ri; i ? inn. 
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EMC, 









TABLE 2 














SAMPLE A 


- COMPUTER ASSISTED 






STUDENT: 


■ 

'PNE TEST 


PRE TEST 




PRE 


TEST 


POST TEST 






\ 

IOWA-VOC- G. 


E. B0TEL-V0C 


-G.E. 


C0MPUTER-V0C 


COMPUTER-VOC-G.E. 


1 . 


Scott 


7.2 


6 






5 


5 




Denni s 


6.r 


6 






3 


5 




John 


5.2 


5 






3 


3 \ 


4, 


Paul 


6.6 


6 


• 




5 


5 


5. 


Sharonda 


6.1 


.6 






4 


6 


6. 


Tammy 


5.9 

- <fl 


4 






3 


4 . 


7. 


J ames 


6.1 


6 






4 


3 


8. 


Tammy S . 


6.4 


6 






4 


4 


9. 


Dan i e 1 e 


5.2 • 


4 






3 


3 


10. 


Kelly 


7.0 


6 






4 


6 


1 1 . 


T on i 


6.1 


5 






6 


6 


12. 


Bi bi 


3.5 


3.1 






3 


3 


1 3 . 


N i ck 


3.8 


4 






3 


3 


14. 


Taba tha 


6.7 


5 






4 


4 


15. 


Guada 1 ope 


5.9 


4 




- 


A 
*t 


4 


16. 


Eugene 


6 . 9 


5 






5 


5 


1 7 . 


Mike 


5 . 7 


4 






5 


- 5 


1 8 . 


R e n e e 


6 . 1 


6 






4 


4 


19. 


John S . 


6 9 


6 






5 


6 




T h e - 


<i h n v e Table s h o w s 


the ore an d 


post 


test 


scores for 


Sample B , 


the 


ronj) wit h 


c ornpu tor assisted 


instruction 











Cb 



NAME 



DIRECTIONS: 



DATE 



PERIOD 



COMPUTER SYNONYM VOCABULARY TEST 

Read each row across. Find the word that is the same or ' 
nearly the same as the first word that is numbered. Underline 
your choice 



I. 



1 . 


trick 


t r p a t 


J 0 Ke 


smile 


laugh 


2. 


wise 


dinar u 


d umb 


wild 


inch 


3. 


s tart 


knee 


finish 


s ta re 


begi n 


4. 


few *' 


magnet 


fly 


a little: 


many 


5. 


gentl e 


h a ^ c h 
riar oil 


111 1 1 Q 


gem C 


rather 


6 . 


doubt 


euro 


• a o u Dwg e 


unsure 


safety 


7 . 


n a r r ow 

1 1 W | 1 V/ WW 


{■hi n 
in i ii 


tn i ck 


naval 


scamper 


8. 


wandpr 

n u u u v. i 


v» a a m 

r U a III 


s tay 


wonderful 


patient 


9 . 


valuahlp 

w U 1 U U U \ \Z 


co s u i y 


chea p 


vain 


oxygen 


10 . 


quarrel 


f i n h t 
i i y m l 


r o c k 


friend 


enough 





- • • 


, _ 






* 


1 1 . 






— — tf — 


" A 

/ 




1 . 


agriculture 


a y 1 cciiic II i, 


r a rui i n g 


ca ny o n 

s 


ci ty 


2 . 


declare 


c f a fn 


a s k 


discuss 


gallop 


j . 


coarse 


rou gh 


ca rve 


material 


smooth 


4 . 


disguise 
v 


di sgus t 


recog ni ze 


hide 


lash 


5 . 


hesitate 


wa i t 


conti nue 


w 

mistake 


jui ce 


6 . 


n a t i o n 


notion 


c i ty 


country 


state 


/ . 


jealous 


genuine 


envious 


ma te ri a 1 


faint 


8. * 


part i c u 1 a r 


serious 


special 


pa t i ence 


material 


9 . 


shiver 


sh i ny 


shake 


motionless 


ghost 


10. 


u r 'je 


influence 


stop 


wea ry 


ugly 



9 

ERIC 



• 






VOCABULARY TEST A 

• 

• 


•• 


• • • • % 


in. 












• i . 


a chi evemen t 


accomplishment coax 


0 failure- \ 


reputation 


2. 


dehydrate 


. mol s ture 


f a t1 gue 


dry 


pallid 


3. 


bl under 


succeed 

• 


mistake 

III 1 «# W Ml l\ W 


banish 


humiliate 


' 4. 


gadget 


device 


q1 qqI e 


liquid 


gravity ^ 


k 5. 


Capsl ze 


pill 


upturn 


capture 


overturn 


6. 


cautious 


carel ess 


* 

ni'trogen 


caref u 1 


serene 


, 7. 


observe 

• 


* obstacle 


see 


1 1 s ten 


amuse 


8. 


sequence 

■ 


symbol 


tournament 


order 


ultimate 


9. 


v i c i n.1 ty 


vacant 


area 


vivid 


survey 


10. 


quaranti ne 


quarry 


1 s o 1 a t* 


spread 


indignant 






1 






\ 


IV. 


♦ 










1. 


abolish 


abound 


end 


combat 


save 


2 . 


desol ate 


deserted 


occupied 


feat 


ki ndl e 


o • 


predi camen t 


pre j udi ce 


uneasy 
situation 


satisfying 


mangled 


# 4. 


nonchal ant 


happy 

r r J 


zeal 

*m V» %A 1 

1 


nomadl c 


di sinteres ted 


5. 


obese 


slender 


sullen 


fat \ 


obsolete. 

s 

economl cal 


6. 


frugal 


wasteful 


fresh 


notable 


. 7. 


niu t i 1 ate 


manipulate 


deform 


fix 


exert 


8. 


el imi nate 


du rab 1 e 


exhi 1 ara te 


remove 


repl ace 


9. 


adversary 


argument 


col league 


arid 

CI 1 1 u 


p n p m \j 4 


10. 


crev i ce 


solid 


crack 


gauge 


morsel 

• 






— 


< 

■>o 

r 




\ 
i 



